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REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-15, 17-20 and 22 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 6-7 have 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,695,43 5-Spector. Claims 
2 and 8-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Specter in view of U.S. Patent 
No.3,948,445-AndewegetaL Claim 3 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 103 as being obvious over 
Specter in view of U.S. Patent 3,192,008-Dwyer. Claim 10 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being obvious over Spector in view of U.S. Publication No. 20040037764-Gau et al. Claims 12 and 20 
have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,735,918-Bairadas. Claims 13 and 17-19 have been rejeoed under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious 
over Spector in view of Barradas and in further view of Andeweg. Claim 14 has been rejected under 35 
U,S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of Barradas and in further view of Dwyer. All these 
reasons for rejection are respectfully traversed, Upon entry of the amendments set forth above and for the 
reasons set forth below, it is respectfully submitted that all the pending claims in this application are now 
in a condition to be allowed. Review and reconsideration of mis application are therefore respectfully 
requested. 



Claim Objection 

The Office Action notes that claim 22 has an incorrect dependency, however, claim 22 has been 
cancelled. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC § 102(b) 

Claims 1 and 6-7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 4,695,435— Spector. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite limitations similar to those set form in claim 12, discussed 
below, and in addition, the limitations relating to the operation of the device are now recited as a positive 
structural feature, for example, an "activation signal" is now positively recited, rather than reciting the 
actions caused by the signal itself. As is the case with claim 12, Spector lacks me features now positively 
recited and for this reason claim 1 is not anticipated by this reference. 

Claims 6 has been cancelled and claim 7 depends from claim 1 and for the same reason is not 
anticipated. Therefore, this reason for rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Claim Rejections 35 USC § 103 

Claimed 8.9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Specter in 
view ofU.S. Patent No. 3,948,445-Aadeweg et al. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed 
Claims 2 and 8-9 depend from claim 1 , which for the reasons set forth above has been demonstrated to be 
patently distinct from Spector. Therefore, claims that depend from this novel and non-obvious claim 
should also be found to be allowable over the asserted combination of references. 

Claim 3 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of US. 
Patent 3,192,008-Dwyer. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 3 depends from 
claim lwmch has been demoijstr*^ Therefore, since claim 3 

depends from a novel and non-obvious claim it should also be found to be allowable over the asserted 
combination of references. 

Claim 1 0 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of U.S. 
Publication No. 20040037764— Gau et al. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 10 
depends from claim I which has been demonstrated to be patentably distinct from Spector. Therefore, 
since claim 10 depends from a novel and non-obvious claim it should also be found to be allowable over 
the asserted combination of references. 

Claims 12 and 22 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,735,9 18-Barradas. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 
22 has been cancelled, Claim 12 is patentably distinct from Spector for me reasons expressed above with 
reference to claim 1, namely, that after the motion sensor (the photocell in claim 1) sends a deactivation 
signal, the fan continues to ran for a fixed period of time after the "deactivation event." This feature is 
neimerdisclosednorsuggestedbySpectororBarradas. Therefore, claim 12 should be found to be 
allowable over the assened combination of references. 

Claims 13 and 17-19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in 
view of Barradas and in further view of Andeweg. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed 
Claims 13 and 17-19 depend from claim 12, which has been demonstrated to be patentably distinct from 
Spector. Therefore, since these claims depend from a novel and non-obvious claim tfiey should also be 
found to be allowable over the asserted combination of references. 

Claim 14 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of 
Barradas and in further view of Dwyer. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 14 
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depends fiom claim 12, which has been demonstrated to be patentably distinct from Specter. Therefore, 
since claim 14 depends from mis novel and non-obvious claim should also be found to be allowable. 

Claim20 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Specter in view of 
Barradas and in further view of U.S. PubUcation No. 20040037764-Gau et al. This reason for rejection 
is respectfully traversed Claim 20 depends from claim 12, which has been demonstrated to be patentably 
distinct from Specter. Therefore, since claim 20 depends from this novel and non-obvious claim should 
also be found to be allowable. 



Summary 

None of the references properly of record, alone or in an> 
combination of features recited in independent claims 1 and 12. Moreover none of these references 
suggest their combination or modification. For this additional reason, neither of these claims nor any 
dependent claims would have been obvious. 



Conclusion 

For all these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the present application, including the 
amendments set forth above and the additional materials submitted herewith, is now in a condition to be 
allowed. Notice to this effect is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Albert T. Keyack 
Beg. No. 32,906 
Attorney for Applicant 
(215)738-5925 



Dated; January 22, 2007 
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